Abstract. This paper argues that social enterprises (SE) in EU Member States share at least following common features: the dominance of a social or societal objective over market goal, an apparent social responsibility, particularly in the field of profit distribution. However, numeric limits for the criteria of SE identification remain 'unclear': in the majority of cases there are no comprehensible requirements regarding the employment of vulnerable groups and the reinvestment of profits into social projects. Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Finland, Italy, Lithuania, and Slovakia advocate accuracy and precision in dealing with the terminology surrounding SE regulatory and legal acts to the greatest extent. Being a significant facilitator of sustainable development, SE growth has a close relationship with certain macroeconomic factors. Our correlation and regression analysis clearly proves that there are certain factors of financial and social environment which have the greatest impact on the increase of the number of SE per 10,000 population, namely: Monetary Freedom, Income Distribution and Helping a Stranger. The first two factors show the impact of government regulation quality in business relation, including the links between employers and employees. The latter factor demonstrates an average social perception of so-called 'inclusion ideas' in different societies.
Introduction
The concept of social entrepreneurship has emerged as a response to the dominance of tough economic concepts aimed at maximizing profits which remained the main feature of the enterprise efficiency for a long time.
As an effective tool to deliver policy objectives in service delivery and social inclusion, social enterprises are not only one of the best and most civilized manifestations of the welfare of sustainable state (Urbaniec, 2015; Sun, et al. 2015; Streimikiene et al., 2016; Samašonok et al. 2016; Boonyachut, 2016; Raudeliūnienė et al., 2016 Dobele et al., 2015 Mroczek-Czetwertyńska & Czetwertyński, 2013; (Smékalová et al. 2014; Kljucnikov et al. 2016; Stjepanović et al. 2017; Monni et al. 2017; Dobrovolskienė et al. 2017; Tetsman et al. 2017 ) and social economy (Bartoš et al., 2015; Štimac & Šimić, 2012) . In fact, they perform an important economic mission: they create jobs for individuals who have been passive recipients of state aid or for various reasons have found themselves ‹on the verge› of society. This approach does not only ensure the chances of social activity and decent life for individuals, it also allows solving macroeconomic issues of budget support for vulnerable social categories as they change from social assistance recipients to active taxpayers through employment and obtaining income from it (Gawel, 2010; O›Leary, 2015 , Sulphey, Alkahtani, 2017 Lace et al. 2015; Tvaronavičienė, 2016; Grinevica et al. 2016; Teletov et al. 2017 ).
In today's economy despite the social significance of social entrepreneurship its main features remain uncertain and controversial (Bernat et al., 2016) . This fact hinders the development of mechanisms of SE state support: if there are no clear criteria for the selection of those companies among other groups, it is impossible to provide them with some economic preferences that will stimulate their further development. Furthermore, other companies which despite receiving the formal status of 'social enterprise' may actually have a dominant market objective can take advantage of these benefits and incentives. In order to find and promote the best European practices of social entrepreneurship we have analysed the definitions and boundaries of formal SE identification in EU Member States. At the same time in order to assess SE economic performance against the factors of social, institutional (Delibasic, 2016; Draskovic et al., 2017) and market environment (Sobeková Majková, et al., 2014; Veljkovic et al., 2015) we have conducted correlation analysis and interaction modelling. The theoretical generalizations and methodological principles for selecting factors that affect the SE development suggested in this in-depth study can be used as the source for improvement of SE legal support and for the application of the most effective state leverage in those countries where such activity has not been formed yet.
Literature Review
The evaluation of SE performance and operating conditions requires reliable statistical data. This task is complicated due to the lack of recognized methodological principles that would be the basis for the SE allocation among other companies and the introduction of mechanisms of state support for this particular type of business.
As of today, methodology and methodical bases for monitoring the number of social enterprises mainly exist in the form of some conceptual proposals for individual countries. In most cases they are not even enshrined in law however they are commonly used in the society to describe this type of social innovation in the field of employment. Simultaneously, in some countries, mainly in those with high level of development, SE become more common, therefore requiring clarification of their nature and unifying criteria for their identification, at least within the EU. With some differences in SE practices, nowadays most countries more or less use the altered SE conception, which European prototype can be considered a specific legal form for 'social co-operatives' that was legislatively adopted by the Italian parliament in 1991 (Defourny, Nyssens, 2010, p.33) .
In its modern sense the term 'social enterprise' was introduced to the European official terminology by the European Commission in 2011 and since then it has been used to cover the following types of business (European Commission, 2011): -those for which the social or societal objective of the common good is the reason for the commercial activity, often in the form of a high level of social innovation (Kozubíková & Zoubková, 2016) , -those where profits are mainly reinvested with a view to achieving this social objective, -and where the method of organisation or ownership system reflects their mission, using democratic or participatory principles or focusing on social justice.
The methodological principles of mapping social enterprises and their eco-systems created by experts of the European Commission as part of a special review of social entrepreneurship in 28 EU Member States and Switzerland (April 2013) can be viewed as the beginning of the current methodology for assessing the SE dynamics and performance. According to the results of this study (European Commission, 2014) , a common feature of SE is the prevalence of micro and small entities with employment below 50 employees and turnover around EUR 1 million. However, further analysis of the characteristics of SE revealed in this study suggests there is a substantial difference in social positions regarding the characteristics that can identify SE, as well as significant differences in their legal forms (Table 1) . Basing on the above-mentioned practices of SE activity it is absolutely obvious that in their vast majority they are created as a response to the needs of vulnerable target groups. Hence one of the most developed forms of social enterprises in EU is Work Integration Social Enterprise (WISE). WISEs' defining purpose is to help disadvantaged individuals who are at risk of permanent exclusion from the labour market, to integrate into work and society through productive activity, mainly through jobs, professional training and other types of assistance (O'Connor, Meinhard, 2014, p.6) . They do this by operating businesses that produce and sell goods and services, and that employ these individuals in the production and sales of these goods and services. WISE is the most common form the social enterprises in Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Hungary and the Czech Republic. SE is not only a common practice in these countries as well as in Bulgaria, Croatia and Finland, but their activity is carried out under clearly defined identification criteria enshrined in national legislation. For instance, over 30 per cent of SE staff in these countries comprises vulnerable people and as for the reinvestment of profits for social purposes, reinvesting at least 50% of profit into socially beneficial aims is the most common practice.
At the same time, one can see a much greater prevalence and clearer formalization of institutional and legal framework of social enterprises in new member states, mostly among post-socialist states. In many other countries, even with much higher economic growth and a greater prevalence of SE forms, this business often has no clear formal boundaries that is largely the result of market self-regulation and significant social capital of the societies. For example, so-called Community Interest Companies' operate in the UK since 2005, and nowadays the principles of their activity have been transferred to most SE forms in EU. They are the most successful example of solution for problems in employment of vulnerable groups in the world, although without a very clear legal definition.
Apart from the presence or absence of clear identification restrictions, there are other inconsistencies on the understanding of the SE features in EU. In particular, in the relevant report (European Commission, 2014) there is a discussion regarding the following aspects: the justification of the companies' division on 'traditional' and 'social' (Finland); balance between market and social objectives (Austria, Czech Republic, Netherlands); allocation of the dominant feature: the organization of the employment of vulnerable groups or volunteer activity (Denmark, Greece); the principle of participation in the company management (Czech Republic).
However, in any case these documents of the European Commission undoubtedly form the basis of modern approaches to SE identification. Their essence is reflected in the following main features, namely: social orientation, i.e. the organisation must pursue an explicit and primary social aim; high social responsibility, especially vector responsibility to society in solving the most complex social issues; willingness to maintain the chosen activity, including through reinvestment of a significant share of the profits.
Methodology and Research Method
Existing methodological differences in the features highlighting social enterprises in some EU Member States do not allow the scientists to operate totally objective information about their number, moreover their economic performance (profitability, growth and other assets) are not even monitored by EU or other group of countries. Therefore, it is very complicated to form the most favourable data array for statistical analysis due to the abovenoted restrictions. Given this, in our further analysis we would view social enterprises per 10,000 population as a resulting indicator of the SE activity -defined on the basis of survey data (European Commission, 2014) with all the existing national limitations for SE identification.
In order to identify the factors of SE institutional environment which can have the greatest impact on their development, we used Multivariate Data Analysis technique with multistage test to assess connections in intermediate versions and final version of the model basing on VIF (variance inflation factor -hereinafter VIF). We have applied this approach with the use of methodical bases thoroughly set forth in the scientific work on econometrics, for example (Hair et al., 2007; Miles ,, Shevlin, 2001; Montgomery et al., 2015) : unlike simple modifications of multivariate regression analysis this technique provides a more accurate result in the process of factor selection and model tests.
We selected the VIF us as a tool for constructing accurate models due to the fact that its use allows clear elimination of the variables that significantly correlate, moreover it allows to avoid collinearity of independent variables. The VIF can be expressed with the following formula:
( 1 ) where is the coefficient of multiple correlation of the explanatory variable with all the other explanatory variables.
If the variables do not correlate, VIF j equals to 1; if the correlation is strong, VIF j is more than 10. In general, VIF j > 5 is a critical level, indicating the need to partly or completely replace model factors. For higher accuracy of results it is worth using lower threshold values; in our case we believe that VIF j < 3 shall be a reasonable level in the formation of the final model as it corresponds to the low level of factor collinearity and allows selecting the most important levers of influence on the SE environment.
The selection of factors that may have a significant impact on the external environment of SE has been carried out on the basis of relevant international reports (CAF World Giving Index, 2015; Global Competitiveness Report, 2015-2016; Human Development Report, 2015; Index of Economic Freedom, 2015; Sustainable Society Index, 2014). The comparability of the data time range was provided due to the existing time lag in collecting and publishing information on these macroeconomic indicators. Therefore there are no significant errors in the use of the data from the review of SE activity published in 2014.
The authors have used the following hypotheses in the process of factor selection: 1) initiation of a prospective SE depends on the quality of the environment of financial and infrastructural business support existing in the country in general, including the terms and conditions of intellectual potential management; 2) willingness to establish social business depends on the level of social interaction in society, justice in social processes, and social development.
The study has been conducted on the case study of EU Member States, given its current structure at the time of the research. In order to avoid redundant model testing procedures, the authors have completed a continuous assessment of the resulting indicator (the number of SE per 10,000 population) with each of the factors in these reports at the first stage of factor selection. As a result of calculating the pair correlation coefficients for the factors we have selected only those that had the strength of relationship (correlation ratio) of at least 0.4 and were compatible with the logics that we accepted while constructing hypotheses.
The application of the methods of correlation analysis is hampered to some extent by the existing inconsistencies referring to social enterprises due to the existence of differences in national models of their identification listed in Table 1 . Thus, the obtained mathematical results on high (or vice versa) strength of relationship factor may cause doubts due to the use of this particular dataset. However, the use of other methods of economic and mathematical modelling of the relationship between the factors of institutional business support environment and its impact on the activity of establishing social enterprises is very limited at this stage of development of this business, as more reliable statistical data simply do not exist. The use of other methods for collecting information (such as own large-scale social surveys) by individual investigators neither will identify common patterns for the EU Member States, nor allow to use current best practices in other countries.
The fundamental difference between the further analysis of our results and other studies in this field lies in the fact of using the dataset on SE development at the macroeconomic level in relationship with the factors that characterize the quality and conditions of the country development from two different regulatory views: external (state) and self-regulation in society through appropriate changes in consciousness and development objectives. Furthermore, in our study, we use the information on the number of SE, identifying them from the dataset contained in the relevant report (European Commission, 2014), while taking into account the limitations typical for each EU member state. By making an allowance for population as a basis of SE number comparison, we can eliminate demographic influences and acquire the most reliable results regarding the effectiveness of the impact of the factors regulating conditions of business activity on the SE development.
Results
In order to test the constructed hypotheses, the factors which meet the criteria described above with regard to inclusion into the model assessing the impact on SE development have been consolidated into two groups:
1) the factors that allow to assess the environment of financial and infrastructural business support (hypothesis 1): According to the Multivariate Data Analysis technique we have tested relationships with the elimination of the factors that so not correspond to the VIF values: the minimum reference value is VIF<5.0; however in order to obtain a more precise assessment results, we accepted VIF<3.0 as the maximum value limit. The factors that corresponded to such margins have been included with relevant х i symbols in the model testing relationships (see Table 2 ). Since the most important factors have been selected, Table 3 demonstrates their values for understanding of their future use in the models. Source: column 2 -own calculations based on (European Commission, 2014) ; the sources for columns 3 -6 were previously given.
Basing on these data we have constructed the following models: four-factor and three-factor ones with all possible factor combinations. The three-factor model appeared to be the most statistically significant one and had the following relationship: y = f(x 1 , x 3 , x 4 ) 
The model is statistically significant and adequately explains the impact of the factors upon the changes in the number of SE, which can be confirmed by given test results (see Table 4 ). Therefore, among the chosen factors the higher impact of the social environment of social stakeholder interaction on the SE development is absolutely obvious. As we can see from the model the standards of income distribution adopted in the society can not be exclusively subject to state regulation, however they also to the large extent depend on the public will and awareness. Particularly, the Income Distribution factor characterizes social stability through the equality of the distribution of income of the richest 10% to the poorest 10% of the people in a country, while Helping a Stranger is a comprehensive indicator of the 'giving behaviour' in aspects of charity, volunteering, readiness to help for vulnerable people. The impact of these factors is logical because it is based on the fundamental idea of social enterprise: such business arises and develops in the places where society does not accept excessive inequalities in income distribution and where there is a high share of people willing to help in various forms: from charity to active own participation in social business projects.
With regard to Monetary Freedom, the impact of this factor has appeared to be unexpected to some extent. It is known that Monetary Freedom combines a measure of price stability with an assessment of price controls. Apparently, in the given group of countries the average inflation rate for the most recent three years (the first monetary freedom component) hasn't had a significant influence upon the score for the monetary freedom. Thus, the values of this factor have mostly differed is in the 'Price controls' component. As one can see from the model, social enterprises mainly develop in the environments where government control over prices is significant due to the fact that, despite it contradicts economic logic of market regulation to some extent, it can get some benefits for the companies with weaker competitive position at the moment of their creation and at the beginning of their business activity. Social enterprises are basically such companies, and at least for today basing on the case study of the EU Member States we can state that the activeness of their development is directly determined by the timely state regulation of the Monetary Freedom aspects.
Conclusions
SE development is the result of the evolution of the social responsibility concept which mostly appears through individual initiatives through systemic actions of the state for their support and distribution. In most EU countries the activity of such companies is governed by the standard terms and conditions of business regulation without legal account of their specific features. It is obvious that in the developed European countries this practice is possible and has not required significant government intervention yet, since the initiative to establish SE constantly grows, and business conditions are satisfactory enough for SE organizations in all their diversity and do not require substantial government support. On the other hand, in countries with a lower level of economic development where looking for resources in order to start a business and administrative obstacles along the way are significant, SE identification with the introduction of strict numerical limits for the relevant criteria is an objective necessity. In this way it will be possible to find the companies important for the public, those that address burning social problems, instead of ensuring the existence of 'elevators' driving deceitful or corrupt companies toward different types of government incentives, as those dishonest organisations only use 'social features' as a way of achieving their market goals. In this regard, we believe that the most suitable option for the countries in which the activity of SE is still underdeveloped, however where there is public demand for its activation, should be the use of the practice of the states in which criteria for identifying SE has already proven their effectiveness, i.e.: over 30 per cent of their staff comprises vulnerable people, and there is reinvestment of at least 50 per cent of profit into socially beneficial aims.
After analysing the impact of environment factors on the activeness of SE establishment and development, we have confirmed the high importance of social factors verified by reasonable differentiation of income distribution ('Income Distribution'), as well as overall high level of tolerance and acceptance of social issues in the society verified by 'Helping a Stranger' factor. As for the environment of financial and institutional business support, the impact of the 'Monetary Freedom' factor appeared to be the most significant one given the provided data.
It is obvious that our study does not claim to fully and completely satisfy the questions regarding the possibilities of regulation of business activity in establishing SE. We also do understand the uncertainties with reference to the accuracy of the results that may occur because of the existing limitations in the data management on the spread of the SE and existing differences in national approaches to SE identification. Those attributes do create some uncertainty in the formation of the final dataset and there we have described those doubts in this study. However, we suggest a new approach to the analysis of the institutional environment of the interaction in society, which can result in testing all new models that are more relevant to the appropriate hierarchy level or time range, which will take into account other factors affecting SE. The main idea of our study was the creation of methodical bases to assess the impact of the complex of regulatory mechanisms initiated by state and their perception, as well as the standards of conduct determined in the society upon the formation of new and undeniably important element of modern business: the business that exists on traditional commercial basis, that does not depend only on the participation of benefactors, furthermore that is itself the highest expression of new social benefit -the involvement of individuals that used to be vulnerable or even isolated from public life in active social life in terms of employment and income.
